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— — CRACK in the cema FACADE - 


RUMANIA 
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in national I res ^ting the tendencies m CEMA toward a reduction 
natlona l sovereignty over economic policy. 

has cItsed r somfad ng * raiSeS * he P° s5ibili 'V <* conflict and 

parentlv n„i Jverst relct,orl throughout the Satellites, but ap- 

* preva^CcESTd^rt 5 . r68ime 8 °“ “ ^ rd 

1 ‘ Evidence of Conflict 

, Since the Moscow Economic Conference of June 1962 and Khr u u . 
visit to Rumania at ahn.if o, *• , June iyoti and Khrushchev's 

ference b^een the tone of P 'a hlS been a di ^ernible dif- 

een cne tone of Rumanian and other 

on economic cooperation. Bucharest's press release on the ce " lbnts 
nuttee plenum of 21-21 . . , release on the Central Com- 

hoth the .963 plan ”“ h - 

irr:::;" mora exta — — - p^ T7—r 

the R T a f. ian Party h„e even 

from s" 8 " M^Talf 0 " T ^ , R<ma " ia " Central Committee, L'd 

unusual d,c!mte n CEMA P robl<!ms - a very 

cumstance. The commu„.qu« issued at the end of the session 
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ignored the proposals for a "new stage" of economic cooperation that 
were made at the Moscow conferences and in subsequent statements 
by Khrushchev and other leaders. In addition, the communique pointedly 
emphasized the "national independence and sovereignty" of CEMA mem- 
bers and approved the activities of Birladeanu, the Rumanian representa- 
tive to the CEMA Executive Committee. By contrast, official statements 
of the other Satellite regimes have emphasized (although somewhat less 
strongly than Khrushchev) the need to treat the Bloc to a greater extent as 
an organic economic entity. 

According to the CEMA Executive 

Committee at its February 1963 meeting asked Rumania to make sub- 
stantial modifications in its economic plans -- "in effect ... to abandon 
plans for most major new industries and to concentrate on petroleum 
products, fertilizers, and agriculture. " It is reported that Birladeanu 
opposed this proposal and that he later was supported by the Rumanian 
Central Committee and by Party and government chief Gheorgiu-Dej, who 
agreed to send a strong letter of protest to Khrushchev. This position 
is believed to have been discussed and endorsed by Party organizations 
throughout the country* 

Reports that Rumania was to emphasize mainly agriculture and 
supporting industries date from Khrushchev's visit to Rumania in June 
1962. And, according to the Neue Zuercher Zeitung (Zurich), the areas 
of disagreement at the December 1962 and February 1963 CEMA meet- 
ings centered around proposals to make the decisions of the CEMA Ex- 
ecutive Committee binding on all members and to create a joint planning 
organ. 6 

Another indication of disagreement over Rumania's economic role 
in the Bloc is the virtual absence of references in Rumanian publications 
or in those of other Bloc countries to Rumania's specific role in intra- 
Bloc specialization. All of the other Satellites (except Albania) are said 
to have agreed, under CEMA recommendations, to "specialize" in a 
variety of products, but there is no such information on Rumania -- with 
the exception of petroleum equipment. 
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2* Doctrinal Issues 


The disagreement between Rumania and CEMA nrobahW of 
oogmally from a conflict of interest on concrete Tcono^c “^0^ t 
now also mvolves the interpretation of CEMA economic doc rine 
Rumanian statements in this regard are not in dirtw f J- 
those of Soviet or other Satellite leaders. They differ ^oticeabl' 0 " '° 
emphasts, however, and in particular seem to demur from im / m 

June " n<!W Stage " ° £ eCOn ° mi<: ^operation announced in MoscotvTast' 

though ^«Mg h witTthe U CEMk ‘"BatTprinciples” ' * 1 Committee ' a1 ' 

1962 Moscow Conference, chose fo ^ doc 1 “ ?*. ' ^ 

l h docu rit ftw 1960 M ° SCOW deCl “ ati “ 81 Commu™"t p a a S rfles n » 

meat that stressed the coordination of national plans. Totallv 
ignored were the aspects 6f the "Basic Principles" that co„M h ^ 

jln e e r lo62°M rary *° ^ ^ 

Walls' ParfleT “FY"™ R ^-“ntatives of the Communist and 
p • f Parties, which even went somewhat further than the "Basic 

ncip es in emphasizing the dominance of "organic" development 

SrZZZZTZ t nati0nal PllnS - EVe " “ recces 

, A „ f < aeciaration, the Rumanians were certainly engaging in se 

aife 2* final PhraSeS ° £ the Mar ' :h communique' seem Vo 

fotlaSst T“ n rru° f Pri0t “ ieS aS (a) tho development of eaciT 
ocialist country, (b) the gradual reduction of differences in their d- 

ve opment levels, and (c) general progress of the entire socialist camp. 

ening^o^CEMA not al <”“ *eir opposition to the strength- 

of clM £ A CE r- Measures ‘■'tended to develop the supranational charfcter 
of CEMA and correspondingly weaken national sovereignty carrv the .ted. 
of dtssension in all the Satellites. There has always been a wide gap 

CEJd g 6 betWeen Ptinciple and implementation in CEMA matters 8 and 
CEMA cooperation can bring some real benefits tn t-h- matters, and 

The tendency, therefore has been i . * th member countries. 

Principles J cooperatmn ^ 
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oppo S i tion to Soviet doctrine on Intra'-Blo. econo^c eoopeSn. 

^ * Economic Issu e s 

The exact nature of the rnnr rfl f n _ _ 
can only be surmised. Z, has been alleged^, Z “IsR "t'*"** 
prevent Rumania's further industrial!, /, ‘ " USSR lshes to 

nearly the same thing. that C eZ has T S Z p" Wh ? Ch CO ”V to 
future development to petroleum refining, fertiliZs* T ‘j mit . I,s 

a country even less developed thani C °“ tr “*- Moreover ' Bulgaria, 
which was announced after tht T w ““*■ has a Twent y Year Plan, 

vides for an indTsZauZioZS “* WMbh «*- 

the most rabid economic National st O ' e "° U8 ‘° aU but 

of its relatively low level of indue, • ul e P Qs sibIy Rumania, because 
in diversification of production fd T T' " mUCh m ° ra ‘-*««ted 
than in product ab ~* 

cause overt conflicts except under special cirr, . 6mphaSls need not 
sef of circumstances would be a Sovfet H ° rCUmstances - One plausible- 
support from the olan^T ° , decislon to reduce or withhold 

sure" on pZant It aTZ* ^ ^ P»- 

part of its agricultural . W.£ ^ ^ 

a * Galati Steel Combine 

sSSSr 2 ~ ' ■? '= 

is supposed to be one of the largest in Europe PlZ f 
combine, which would nearly triole tho P \ P * f ° r the Galati 

indus trial^e ve^opment obittiVeT f^Z 

ing industry probably d'epend 11 !: 
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obtained from Galati, for these amounts of steel are so large that 
umama wou d have great difficulty earning enough foreign exchange 
to tmport them. Consequently, the Rumanfan regime probaMy con 
siders the Galati combine to be one of the main pillars for buUd ™ a 
trong industry and views it with fond nationalistic attachment. it 
eems certain that the original planning for the Galati plant was un 

much oTth h S ° Viet blGSSing that the USSR Promised^ deliver' 
much of the equipment for the plant. 

USSR hJ n *?“ P a S ' Vear ' there have been a numb " of that the 

s refused to give the support for the Galati plant that it had 

promised a. the outset. Moreover, the Rumanians have signed contracts 

with French and British firms for $42 million worth of eQufnment for 

tracVs'of°com2 UV hT ed in 1%4 ' 65 ' ““ ne e° tiati "« additional con- 
comparable size with Western suppliers. This information 

curmfl 1he U f SeS ‘ S tHit 'a e ; USSR ^ PUt PreS8U ” ° n the banians to 

abandon It l ■ V ? Y ° { the Gala,i P r °j«t, if not to 

bandon it. Soviet objection to such a key project would inevitably oro 

voke considerable anger and dismay within the Rumanian regime ? 

The a PP arent Soviet opposition to Rumanian plans for Galati 
raises questions as to what direction Rumanian indusfrial e zpa^on will 

D ^. ^ T ° n Which Soviet and Rumanian interests mfght be ex- " 

had H Z time t0 time * 11 is likel y that the USSR has always 

ad doubts as to the economic soundness of the Galati plant and that re 

o t i , °r n ? in thS B1 ° C haVe further lowered the P^ority given 
wav while b V hC U t SR ‘ Construc tion at Galati is just getting under 
y hile emphasis throughout the Bloc is shifting away from the initia 
tion of new construction to the completion of existing investmenfproTects 
nd Bloc production of metallurgical equipment is lagging, thus making 
he supplying of equipment for Galati difficult. Moreover the principal 

pla 0 ns P fo UC6rS ° f 81661 may n ° W be a harder look at lon^-range 

f , r ex P anslon * with the growing realization that long-term trends 

L cf u re S 0g the r R^ el - ^ S1 ° W the riSG ^ dSmand f ° r Whatever 

are beS^U^dT^ 16811116 P ' 0bahly f6elS that itS nati °" al 
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b. 


Rumanian Trade with the West 


doing its pa"To reHe y ve ai the shoT^ge of^itl^rfr 16 ?^ ^ 
cially grains, in the Soviet Bloc Li f , products, espe- 
an attack, but one would be plausible A 1° dlreCt evidence of such 
1959 the share of the West £ C1FCUm8tances - Si -e 

one -fifth to about one -third * ™ trade has risen fr om about 

the West involved an exchange of r** ? lncreased trad e with 

and equipment, the share of WesteraE^i/^S f ° r WeStern machinery 
having risen from about 15 percent in losoL Rumamaa grain exports 
1962. Although the Bloc nrLhi f i95 ^ m ° re than 6 ° P ercent in 
from the Wesf- especially when th VO ” Rumaman im P orts of machinery 
are in very scarce supply in the Rl *** * mp ° rtS consist of products that 

superior - Rumania may have been^ders WlUCh Western technology is 
snmp ,•*„ • y aVe Deen nnder some pressure to redirect- 

have come ^omVai'Tn' 5 ' he B !i° C ' SUCh pressure is most likely to 
had to oav for G ”many and Czechoslovakia, both of which have 

pay for growing imports of foods with scarce Western exchange! 

Prospects 

develotTa^orr! g °° d . econom ; ,: K “o D » for both Rumania and CEMA to 
political difficulties 1 stand in*th ^ apparent dispute, but considerable- 
trade with the West has oi n Wa ^.° su °h a compromise. Increased 

with Soviet Blo!coj!!rie g s Tan “**** ■ «“ «■ dealings 

of the sl „7 , . ‘ '° Rumania to compensate for a slower growth 

however, the Rul^n 
is politically commits t L 1 to agree to a compromise, because it 
trial base 1 ,° mmitted to the ra P ld broadening of the country's indus- 

tL r^ C ° nStrUCti - ^ Galati combine. 

g me may also believe that, within limits, its bargaining position 
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is favo'able. The USSR's determination to exert strong pressure on 

£ -rc^s: sr is ' 

*«**“* *> o' concern 

Sovie^ V c?„mc'; e Jth P R te ^ qUiCkiy “solved, however, the apparent 

Satellites in tt. toureTt”^ 17 ^“ With oth ” 

of rruA o “ th USSR 18 not extremely careful in its use 

by no means “ ° f **«•. policy. Economic nationalism" 

rlstrW, t Rumanlan m onopoly, and rumblings of opposition to any 

.^tenues ° T f h : C Sa n t°T, > *'*•?“*““ «• beard in other " 

tellite re S lmes on the whole appear to favor closer 

on balT" C °° peration within ‘ho Bloc, feeling that their countries gain 

would st"’ '* 15 n0t difficult to im »gihe situations in which they 

Tmetes. 8 7 ° PPOSe CEMA Pr ° POSalS in Prd " *° Protect their national 
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